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RECEIVED 
CENTRAL PAX CENTER 

REMARKS MAY 1 2 2008 

Applicant appreciates Examiner's thorough review of the Application and the indication 
of allowable subject matter. Reconsideration and aUowance of ail claims are respectfully 
requested. By this amendment. Claims 1, 8, 11 . 25, and 33 are amended. No new matter has 
been added by the amendments. To further distinguish over the references. Claim 1 has been 
amended to incorporate the subject matter of dependent Claim 2 and Claim 2 has been canceled. 
Claims 8 and 25 have been amended for clarity and to overcome the rejection under35 U.S.C. 
1 12, second paragraph. Claims 1 1 and 33 have been amended to make the depend form an 
allowed claim and place them in condition for allowance. At least Claims 11-12, 13-14, 17,24, 
28-30, 33, and 43-44 are in condition for allowance. 

Claims 1 and 3 - 45 are now pending in the application, including independent Claims 1, 
17, and 24. 

Regarding the objection to Claim 5 found on Pages 2-3 of the Office Action, Applicant 
has attached a scientific definition of opacity. An opaque object need not have infinite opacity. 
Rather, as with steel, the opacity may be very high in that most incoming light is reflected, 
scattered, or absorbed instead of transmitted. However, even steel transmits some incoming 
light Because, as noted, some light must be transmitted for photoelasticity to be exhibited, if is 
clear that Applicant is using the scientific definition of the word in this case, as would be clear to 
someone of skUl in the art. The rejection under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first prargraph is therefore 
improper and should be withdrawn. 
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Claims 1, 3, 18-19, 26, and 35 are naten tablc under 35 U.S.C. iQ2(h) over Flader m s 
Serial No. 3373.652). 

For an invention to be anticipated, it must be demonstrated that each and every elempnt of 
the claimed invention is present in the "four comers" of a single prior art, either expressly 
described therein or under the principle of inherency. Lewmar Marine Inc. v Barienf Inr 3 
USPQ2d 1766, 1767-1768 (Fed. Cir. 1987) (emphasis added). The absence from a prior art 
reference of any claimed element negates anticipation. Kloster Soeedsteel AB v Cn.cAM^ ^ Tn. 
230 USPQ 8 1 , 84 (Fed. Cn. 1 986). 

Independent Claim 1 

Flader is a polariscope apparatus for determining stress in photoelastic materials and 
teaches upright polarization 12 and analyzer 13 plates on either side of a structural model 1 5 
being tested with a load 1 6. Independent Claim 1 as amended differs from Flader at least in that 
it teaches deformable photoelastic material molded into shapes, wherein the shapes are geometric 
shapes, flexible sheets, prisms, lenses, wedges, cubes, pyramids, amorphous forms, animal or 
dinosaur shapes. Flader does not teach or suggest this feature. 

The Examiner cites to elements 46 and 47 of Flader as teaching this limitation. Elements 
46 and 47 are described as "intermediate diagonal lengths" and do not appear to read on tiie 
present invention. Applicant requests that the Examiner explain how elements 46 and 47 read on 
the claimed invention. Flader teaches the examination of stress in a structural model under 
loading (Cci. 4, 11. 16-44) and not a deformable photoelastic device for amusement and 
stimulation. 
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Because Flader fails to teach each and every element of Claim 1, the rejection of Claim 1 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) is improper and should be withdrawn. 

Dependent ri aims 3. I R-1Q , 26 and IS 

Dependent Claims 3, 18-19, 26, and 35 depend from and share the patentable feanires of 
Claim 1 and add further patentable limitations. Examples are given below. 
Claim 3 



I or 



Claim 3 adds that the photoelastic material is trar,.p.r.nt piader does not teach ( 
suggest this feature. The Examiner cites to Col. 2, lines 35-38 as teaching this limitation. 
However, this passage does not refer to the device of Flader but to a special method of observing 
the effect of loading on a structural model, which is presumably prior art. Flader does not teach 
the elements arranged as required by the claim . In re Bond. 910 F.2d 831, 15 USPQ2d 1566 (Fed. 
Cir. 1990) (emphasis added). 

Claim 18 

Claim 18 adds that the one or more oolariyinp fi lms are senarated and supp o rted bv nosts 
disposed between the films . Flader does not teach or suggest this feature. The Exarniner cites to 
elements 72, 1 15, and 117 as the claimed posts. However, element 72 is described as a support 
member and is clearly not a post (Figure 6) while elements 11 5 and 1 1 7 are drive shafts for 
rotating the plates 105, 108 in opposite directions through pinion gears 1 10, 113. The plates are 
supported by mounting rings 76, 77 attached to support member 72 and not by the drive shafts. 
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Therefore Flader fails to teach each and every element of each of the claims. For at least 
the reasons given above, the rejection of Claims 1, 3, 18-19, 26, and 35 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
over Flader is improper and should be withdrawn. 



Claims 4, 7-8, and 36-37 are patentable under 3 5 U.S.C. inv«^ over Fladpr m.fi s.ri.i 

3^73,652) in view of Zfl gdman rU.S. Serial No. 3.071.502^. 

"To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, 

there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the 

knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to 
combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, 
the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or s uggest all tha rlaim 
limitations ." In re VaecK 947 F.2d 488. 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991) (emphasis added). 

Zandman teaches a process for manufactuiing photoelastic sheets of constant thickness 
for application to a given contour without introducing birefringence during application. (Col. 
2:5-8). 

Dependent Claims 4, 7-8 and 36-37 depend from and share the patentable features of 
Claim 1 and add further patentable limitations. Examples are given below. 

Claim 4 

Claim 4 adds that the photoelastic material is translucent . No reference teaches or 
suggests this feature. The Examiner, allowing that Flader does not teach this limitation, cites to 
Zandman as teaching this element. However, the lines cited to by the Examiner state only that 
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"[photoelastic] materials are usually isotropic, transparent or translucent." Thus Zandman 
teaches only that photoelastic materials may be translucent. 

There would have been no motivation or suggestion to combine Flader and Zandman. 
The Examiner argues that "(i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have the photoelastic material be translucent, in order to take advantage 
of inherent color properties and remove the need for additional colorizing filters." Applicant 
cannot agree. 

There is no need for additional colorizing filters in Flader. Inherent color properties are 
not desirable in Flader. The purpose of Flader is to determine the stress in a structural model and 
not to amuse. Therefore, there would be no motivation to use translucem material in Flader. 

Claim? 

Claim 7 adds that the chemical composition nf th e photoelastic material is variahl^.. as 
long as the material is photoelastic. No reference teaches or suggests this feature. Recognizing 
that this limitation is not taught or suggested by Flader. the Examiner cites to Zandman as . 
teaching this limitation. However, the cited lines of Zandman have nothing to do with varying 
chemical composition . They refer only to the fact that there are various photoelastic materials. 
Zandman does not teach or suggest the use of any photoelastic material of varying chemical 
composition. 

Furthermore, there would have been no motivation or suggestion to combine Flader and 
Zandman. The Examiner argues that "[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have the chemical composition of the photoelastic material 



IS 
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variable as long as the material is photoelastic. in order to use a material that is best suited to the 

use of the device." Applicant cannot agree. 

This motivation is found nowhere in the art and there is no reason to believe that a 

material of variable chemical composition would be in any way desirable in Flader. The 

Examiner's suggestion that a variable chemical composition would be desirable and allow for use 
of a material "best suited" to use of the Flader device is conclusory and misupported by any 
evidence. As the Federal Circuit has held, "a finding of motivation... is a factual question that 
cannot be resolved on 'subjective belief and unknown authority'. . . 'the Board must poim to some 
concrete evidence in the record in support' of them." InreBeaslev . Civ. App. 04-1225, slip op. at 
10, 2004 WL 2793170 (Fed. Cir. Dec. 7, 2004) (unpublished) (citations omitted). 

Claims 

No reference teaches or suggests this feature. Recognizing that this limitation is not 
taught or suggested by Flader, the Examiner cites to Zandman as teaching this limitation. 
However, the lines cited to in Zandman merely refer only to the fact that there are various 
photoelastic materials. These lines have nothing to do with a variable modulus of ela-rticitv 
Zandman does not teach or suggest the use of any photoelastic material of varyiable modulus of 
elasticity. The Examiner argues that "Zandman teaches using different materials, each of which 
inherently have a different modulus of elasticity." However, nowhere does Zandman teach or 
suggest using two or more materials together, nor does Examiner cite to any support in Zandman. 

Furthermore, there would have been no motivation or suggestion to combine Flader and 
Zandman. The Examiner argues that "[i)t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art at the time of the invention to have the modulus of elasticity is variable, in order to create 
different internal stress lines." Applicant cannot agr.e. Kprima facie case of obviousness 
requires desirability. As the FedemI Circuit has stated, "Wrade-offs often concern what is 
feasible, not what is, on balance, desirable. Motivation to combine requires the latter." Winner 
■ rnflRoYaltYCorpvW.nr , 53 USPQ2d 1580, 1587 (Fed. Cir.). The record does not indicate 
that different internal stress lines created by a variable modulus of elasticity would be desirable 
in Flader. 

Claim 36 

Claim 36 and adds an applied photoelastic coating. The Examiner, allowing that Flader 
does not teach or suggest this limitation, cites to Zandman as teaching this feature. However, 
there would be no motivation for such a combination, considering that Flader teaches a structural 
model made of photoelastic material. The Examiner argues that "[ijt would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have an applied photoelastic coating, 
in order to examine the stress of an intricate or complex surface." Applicant camiot agree. 
Flader uses a small model made of photoelastic material, which already aUows for the 
examination of the stress of an intricate or complex surface. Adding or substituting a 
photoelastic. coating would not be desirable. 

Therefore the references fail to teach or suggest all the clahn limitation, of each of the 
claims. For at least the reasons given above, the rejection of Claims 4. 7-8. and 36-37 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) over Flader in view of Zandman is improper and should be withdrawn. 
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Claims 6, 15-16, 38-40, and 4S »re n,.tenteble »nH.. r j.s.r. inv.> c, 
Serial No. 3,373,652) in view of Rasmussen fTI S Serial No. <;, 04^,o«^| 

Rasmussen teaches a device for providing a color-changing display. A light source 
transmits light through a first polarizing layer, a bi-refringent layer, and a second polarizing layer. 
One of the layers rotates to produce a polychromatic effect. (Col. 3, 11. 57-63) 

Dependent Claims 6, 15-16, 38-40, and 45 depend fiom and share the patentable features 
of Claim 1 and add further patentable limitations. Examples are given belov*.. 



Claim 6 

Claim 6 adds that different regions of the nhnto.1..t.v material differ tK. 



amount of 



light they transmit . No reference teaches or suggests this feature. ITie Examiner, allowing that 
Flader does not teach or suggest this limitation, cites to Rasmussen as teaching this feature. 
However, the lines cited to by the Examiner read: "By applying numerous layers of varied 
thickness and orientation, you can further modify the local index of refraction and corresponding 
patterns of birefringence." The index of refraction affects how much light rays change direction 
when they cross the interface from air to the material, not how much light is transmitted. 

Furthermore, there would have been no motivation or suggestion to combine Flader and 
Rasmussen. ITie Examiner argues that "[i)t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
the art at the time of the invention to have different i^ions of the photoelastic material differ 
the amount of light they transmit, in order to firrther modify die local birefringence patterns." 
Applicant cannot agree. Modifying birefringence patterns would not be desirable in Flader, 



m 



m 
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Which seeks to determine the stress in a structural model. 
Claim 15 

Claim 15 adds that I be shape is a prism, lens or f.. ^..^nn- n,,HMLJlMj_ 

No .ference teaches or suggests this feature. The Examiner, allowing that Flader does n^t teach 
or suggest this limitation, cites to Rasmussen as teaching this feature. The Examiner argues that 
••[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skiU in the art at the time of the invention to 
have the shape be a prism, lens or wedge for creating optical effects, ix. order to avoid a dii^ct 
view ofthe light source." Applicant cannot agree. Flader already avoids a direct view of the 
light source because polarizing films and the stnictural model are between the light soun^e and 
the viewer. Therefore there would be no motivation to combine the references. 

Claim 16 

Claim 16 adds that the one or more polarizing film, .r. attached nn nnp 

surfaces on the photoelastic material . No reference teaches or suggests this feature. The 
Examiner, allowing that Flader does aot teach or suggest this limitation, cites to Rasmussen as 
teaching this feature. However, the lines cited to by the Examiner refer to layers of "oriented 
polymer film" which create birefringence. They do not address photoelastic material or 
polarizing films. 

Furthermore, there would have been no raoUvation or suggestion to combine Flader and 
Rasmussen. The Examiner argues that "[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to have the one or more polarizing films be attached to one or 
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more outer surface on tl.e photoelastic material, in order to allow the use of any desired shape." 
Applicant cannot agree. Applicant requests that the Examiner explain how polarizing films 

attachedCoanoutersurfaceallowfortheuseofanydesiredshape. It appears that Flader already 
can use essentially any desired shape within the gap between plates. 
Claim 38 

Claim 38 adds an opaque ohject or a mirr^reH ...rf... K eipw. a .h.r..t.Hot;. 
embedded within thr transparent or fran.lncent nhntn.i..t.v n^e Examiner, allowing 

that Flader does not teach or suggest this limitation, cites to Rasmussen as teaching this feature. 
However, there would be no motivation to combine Flader and Rasmussen. The Examiner 
argues that "Wt would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have an opaque object or a mirrored surface below, a chaz^teristic of or embedded 
vrithin the transparent or translucent photoelastic material, in order to increase the visibility of the 
internal stress patterns." Applicant camiot agiee. No such motivation is found in the references. 
The Examiner has not supplied any evidence to support his conclusion that this Umitation 
necessarily leads to increased visibility of internal stress patterns. 

Claim 45 

Claim 45 adds that transparent or translucent profPr tive coatinp s ^r^. applied over ont^r 
surfaces of the photpeJastic material . No reference teaches or suggests this feature. The 
Examiner, allowing that Flader does not teach or suggest this limitation, cites to Rasmussen as 
teaching this feature. However, the lines cited to by the Examiner state that "bi-refringent 
coating may be places on the transparent or translucent sculpture described below as a 
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p^liminary coating prior to the polarizing coating." This does not appear to have anything to do 
with a transparent or translucent protective coverin over the surface of a photoelastic material. 



Therefore the references fail to teach or suggest all the claim l.n,i«.H.»e of each of the 
claims. For at least the reasons given above, the rejection of Claims 6, 15-16, 38^0, and 45 
under35U.S.C,103(a)overFlader in view ofRasmussen is improper and should be withdrawn. 

Paims 9 and 25 are patentable under 15 U.S.r; inv,) ...^^ ^LS .^.h.. 
3.373.6521 

Dependent Claims 6, 15-16, 38-40. and 45 depend from and share the patentable features 
of Claim 1 and add further patentable limitations. Examples are given below. 

Claim 9 

Claim 9 adds that the photoelastin material i. . .inpl. ..i.. No reference teaches or 
suggests this feature. The Examiner, allowing that Flader does not explicitly teach or suggest 
this limitation, relies on the principle of inherency. However, MPEP 21 12 (IV) states that "In 
relying upon the tfaeojy of inherency, the examiner must provide a basis in fact and/or technical 
reasoning to reasonably support the determination that the allegedly inherent characteristic 
nec^saiily.flows from the teachings of the applied pri I7USPQ2d 1461, 

1464 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1990) (emphasis in original) 
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■The fac, fta, a ccnain result or charactoistic MlLoccur or b. pr«e„t in ,he prior art is 
no. sufBcien. „ «,ablish ^ of *a, o, charao.erisUc... -^r^ncy. . . r^y „„, ^ 

published by probabi.i.es or possibilities. Thc„er=fa«am,acer.ai„fti„g™y^,fi„„ 
given sc. of eircumsunces is no, sufficient.- " „ p 3, ^^^^^^ 

1949, 1950-51 (Fed. Cir. 1999) (citations omitted) 

I, is simply no, true that in the ab»nce of dyes or »Jdi«ves. any n»,erial is of a single 
color. For exampte, a material fl«. has been abtaded or exposed ,0 a ,en,per..u„ 
have multiple colors. 



Claim 25 

^'"^ objects embedded in the nhoto.,...V ..j,^,, , 

between the embedded objects and the p hotoeh nir material create. int.H^...... . a,,.^. „.^,, 

No reference teaches or suggests this feature. The Examiner, allowing that Flader does not 
explicitly teach or suggest this limitation, relies on the principle of inherency. However. Flader 
does not teach embedded objects or a thin air interface between the embedded objects and a 
phtooelastic material at all. Indeed, the Examiner does not assert otherwise. 

Therefore the references fail to teach or suggest all the claim lim^t.t.»nc of each of the 
claims. For at least the reasons given above, the rejection of Claims 9 and 25 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) over Flader is improper and should be withdrawn. 
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Frocht teaches a method of displaying changing light effects to enhance the attractiveness 
or dir^^t attention to a primao' object to be observed. (Col. 1, 11. ,.7) The object is illuminated 
with colored light effects with a constant changing and shifting of patterns showing areas of 
different colors, changing from one color to another along beautiful and continuously merging 
lines. (Col. 1, 11. 25-35) 

Dependent Claims 10 and 31-32 depend from and share the patentable features of Claim 
1 and add further patentable limitations. Examples are given below. 

Claim 10 

Claim 10 adds that the photoelastic material is different colors in different regions. No 
reference teaches or suggests this feature. The Examiner! allowing that Flader does not teach or 
suggest this limitation, cites to Frocht as teaching this feature. However. Frocht clearly teaches 
that it is the light produced that has varying colors, and not a photoelastic material (Page 1). 

Furthermore, there would have been no motivation or suggestion to combine Flader and 
Frocht. The Examiner argues that "[ijt would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have the photoelastic material be different colors in differem 
regions, in order to create an attractive and attention-gathering display." Applicant camiot agree. 
Flader would not be improved by an attractive and attention-gathering display, as its purpose is 
to determine stress in a structural model. 

Claim 32 
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Claim 32 adds that comt^inatioas of manual maninnl.Hn» ep ^ngs. .trin.. .f.cti.K..^. 
clamps and fon:e-ap pl ving devices are To aflFect stress p atterns. No reference teaches or 
suggests this feature. The Examiner, allowing that Flader does not teach or suggest this 
limitation, cites to Frocht as teaching this feature. However. Frocht appears to use only a single 
force-applying device. 

Therefore the references fml to teach or suggest all the claim limit. H.ne of each of the 
claims. For at least the reasons given above, the rejection of Claims 10 and 31-32 under 35 
U.S.C. 1 03(a) over Flader in view of Frocht is improper and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 20, 23, 27, and 41 are patentable und«r ir « c. nv.. ^t.^er ru.S. SPri.i iVn 

3,373,652) in view of Cottern.«p aj.S. fnvet.rin n Reiristratinn mn) 

Cotterman teaches an instructional polariscope that can be disassembled and reassembled. 
Dependent Claims 20, 23, 27, and 41depend fiom and share the patentable features of Claim 1 
and add further patentable limitations. Examples are given below. 

Claim 20 

Claim 20 adds that the one or more polarizing fil ms are dlsp n^e^ on individual stanH^ fnr 
flexibility in viewing . The Examiner, allowing that Flader does not teach or suggest this 
Umitation, cites to Cotterman as teaching this element. However, there would have been no 
motivation to combine Cotterman with Flader. Flader uses a different structure and it is not clear 
how or if the structure of Cotterman could be incorporated therein. Cotterman and Flader, taken 
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art 



as a whole, do not render Uie claimed invention as a whole obvious. 

The Examiner argues that "[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
at the time of the invention to have the one or more polarizing films be disposed on individual 
stands for flexibility of viewing, in order to allow the device to adjust the polarization (e.g. plane 
vs. circular)." Applicant camiot agree. It is the quarter-wave plates that make the polariscope 
plane or circular, as explained in the lines cited to by the Examiner, and not the individual stands. 



Claim 23 

Claim 23 adds that the one or more polanWi fi^s are nol«rn,H fii.ns rotated with 



respect 



to one another for increasing or decreasing the amount nf passin. thronoh th. pK^.....^-. 
object. No reference teaches or suggests this feature. The Examiner, allowing that Flader does 
not teach or suggest this limitation, cites to Cotterman as teaching this feature. However, 
Cottemian teaches that the quarter-wave plates are Polaroid Wave Retarders, not that the 
polarized fihns are polaroid films. 

Claim 27 

Claun 27 adds that stress patterns are affected hv ma nual maninnlafnn of the nhotnel^.tin 
material. No reference teaches or suggests this feature. The Examiner, allowing that Flader does 
not teach or suggest this limitation, cites to Cotterman as teaching this feature. However, does 
not teach manual manipulation. 

Therefore the references fail to teach or suggest all the claim Hmitatinn^ of each of the 
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claims. For at least the reasons given above, the rejection of Claims 20. 23. 27 and 41 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) over Flader in view of Cotterman is improper and should be withdrawn. 



Claim 34 is patentable under .15 XJ S C I03ra> over F,.H.. f wi c . s.ri., . c.^ 

view of Pavne et al m a ft^ ^j jvq. i.t^i 

Payne teaches an apparatus for testing protective helmets under whiplash conditions. 
(Abstract) A test helmet on a lever arm swings about an axis and strikes the anvil for testing. 
(Figures) dependent Claim 34 depends from and shares the patentable features of Claim 1 and 

a sharp object is used preafe stress r>.tten,. hv ..nt.^;., nhotoe1».^> r..^:.. 
No reference teaches or suggests this feature. The Examiner, aUowing that Flader does not teach 
or suggest this limitation, cites to Payne as teaching this feature. However, element 32 of Payne 
is an impact anvil and not a sharp object. 

Furthermore, there would liave been no motivation to add the lever arm and anvil of 
Payne to Flader. Doing so would require an overhall of the Flader device and would bring no 
apparent benefit. Flader is for measuring stress on structural models. 



Therefore the references fail to teach or suggest ail the clahn limit;.tinn. »f ri.;^ por 
at least the reasons given above, the rejection of Claim 34 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Flader in 
view of Payne is improper and should be withdrawn. 
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RECtlVtb 
CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

Clain,42lsp«rent.Henndor.5Trer imr,. ov..1......n e T T'l r-)T ^ ^ ^ 

view of Ijssfl and Mflflmnii» 

Issa teaches that acrylic seems to be an ideal material for isodyne photoelastic analysis. 
(Conclusion) Dependent Claim 42 depends from and shares the patentable feattxres of Claim 1 
andaddsmrtherpatentable limitations. Cl^m 42 adds that fixed. oem..n^. ... .... 

Ma in the p hotnelasti. ohjm thmn ,h curin, techniq u eootemianenUe^^ 
No refe«>nce teaches or suggests this featut.. Allowing that Flader does not teach or suggest this 
limitation, the Examiner cites to Issa a. providing this element. However, the section of Issa 
cited to by the Examiner does not appear to reference fixed, pennanent fringes, curing 
techniques, or permanent defonnation strategies. Furthermore. Applicant doe. not understand 
the Examiner's argument that permanent fringes would allow the use of Plexiglass and requests 
fiwther explanation. 

Therefore the references fail to teach or suggest all the claim l.m.f.t.nnc of Claim 42. For 
at least the reasons given above, the rejection of Claim 42 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) over Flader in 
view of Issa is improper and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 1 and 21-22 are nafenfable und.r it « c. 10V«^ nvp. l^.^bel (U.S. S.ri^l 
2J20.365V 

Kriebel teaches an analyzer and tint plate in intimate contact on a spectacle frame, 
along with an article of manufacture, a light source, and a polarizing element. Claim 1 as 
amended teaches deformable photoelastic mat.ri.. ^oM.h ^ to shane. wh...;„ .u. .u.^.. 
geometric shapes, flexible sheets pr-isms, len.se. wednes. cuhe.. nv,^n,iH, . amnmhn... f.^c 



- 24 - 

10/765,115 



PACE ZAKT • RCVQ AT 9/120008 10:40:90 AM (Easl«m Dayligm Tlme|« SVR:USPTO'CPXRF-0/0 ■ DN1S:2738300 ' CSID:703 448 7397 * DURATION (inin-ss):09-00 



nab 12 08 09:56a 



J C URRY 



703 448-7397 



p. 25 



a nimaJ or dinosaur sh.p ... No references teach or suggest this limitation, including Kriebel, and 
the Examiner does not aigue otherwise. 

Dependent claims 21-22 depend from and share the patentable features of Claim 1 and 
add further patentable limitations. 

For example, Claim 21 adds a polarized lioht .o. ^rce for p .cc,„f. v,^v.. 
Rhotoclastic material and then through a pair of polarized p lass.s. No z^ferences teach or suggest 
these features. The Examiner, allowing that Flader does not teach or suggest the limitations, 
cites to Kriebel as teaching this element. However, Kriebel does not teach a polarized light 
source, but a normal light source and a separate polarizing element. The Specification clearly 
distinguishes between embodiments with nomial light sources and polarizing films and 
embodiments with polarized light sources. Therefore the meaning of the claim is clear and 
different fiom Kriebel. 

The references fail to teach or suggest all the claim limit^Hn^^ nu,.^. i and2I-22. 
For at least the reasons given above, the rejection of Claims 1 and 21-22 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
over Flader in view of Kriebel is improper and should be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 

Reconsiderations and Allowance are requested. 



Respectfully, 




James C. Wray, Rq^o, 22,693 
Clifford D. Hyra, Reg. No. 60,086 
1493 Chain Bridge Road 
Suite 300 

McLean, Virginia 22101 
Tel: (703)442-4800 
Fax: (703)448-7397 



May 12, 2008 



* 
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Opacity (optics) . Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia ^ „ 

http://en.wikipedia.orgAvUu/Opacity_%28optics%29 



Both minx,,, and caH^n black ^^opl^c O^^^Z^ - ""so.bs .ost of it. 

of glass, while transparent in the visual range^i^a^elyoLq^^^^^ ^ "^"^^ "'"f ^"-d. For instance, some kinds 

theabso^paon lines Of .Id gases, in gencrS/a^aJ&^r^^^^^ 
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Definition 

S^trd 'X^Stt^^^^^ ^'^^^ - of the intens-ty of the .diation that is absorbed or 

^_ r 

composition of the medium S S ft^ o^t^f.^ nl!^^ ^ ''^"''^'y- '^-np^^t-re. and 

•defined as 1 / He n;^^; " X^IIi'^ VI P^.^*''" -^''i"™ before absorpt ion or scattering is 

in visible light having nSSSe oS^S^d X™ f ^"^♦••'"ff r^^'^^Sth X. While many materials are ve^^ opaque (steel 

Often seems^obeabLeanprt:tr^^^^^^^^^^ 

LtrZ^?'"'*^ '•'"^ ^'^ ^ and higher numbers 

0.36). and a Tau of 5 indicates less than 1 percent passes (e « 0,0067).^^' 

body radiation energy density distribution as the weighting function, and avenges directly. R^eLTo^X o^^^^ h^^ 
uses a temperature denvative of Planck distribution (nomtalized) as the weiS fU^^^^^^ 

The photon mean free path is V, = (Kvp) " The Rosseland opacity is derived in the diffusion approximation to the radiative transnort 
equation. It .s val.d whenever the radiation Held is isotropic over distances contpamblc to or 1 J5,an a AZTmeTn Se paT^^^ 

^HZ' i^T "J"'^''"""'- " P^«<^<>«' <Vacity for Thomson electron scattering is Kes = 0.40cm2g " ' and for 

nonrelauvisttcihermalbremsstrahlung. or fr«e-free transitions, it is " "cm g ana tor 

Kff(Ar) =0 64 X 10^\p[g cm-^])(T[K])-V=cm%-^PJ The Rosseland mean absorption coefficient including both 
scattermg and absorption (also called the extinction coefficient) is 
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